The implementation of section 504 of the rehabilitation act of 1973 in the city of Atlanta, 1984 by Bennett, Donita Denise (Author) & Kugblenu, George (Degree supervisor)
THE IMPLEMENTATION OF SECTION 504
OF THE REHABILITATION ACT OF 1973
IN THE CITY OF ATLANTA
A DEGREE PAPER
SUBMITTED TO THE FACULTY OF ATLANTA UNIVERSITY
IN PARTIAL FULFILLMENT OF THE REQUIREMENTS FOR
THE DEGREE OF MASTER OF PUBLIC ADMINISTRATION
BY
DONITA DENISE BENNETT





BENNETT, DONITA DENISE B.S., Tuskegee Institute, 1981
The Implementation of Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of
1973 in the City of Atlanta
Advisor: Dr. George Kugblenu
Degree Paper dated April 5, 1984
The primary purpose of this study is to describe the
problems facing the City of Atlanta in its efforts to implement
Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973. Basically there
are two problems that the city has to deal with in order to
comply with this act. These are the lack of adequate funds and
the lack of enforcement.
In the main, attitudes towards the handicapped within
this society have been paternalistic at best and nonchalant at
worst. The significance of this study is that it clearly demon¬
strates that the mere passage of a public policy does not auto¬
matically lead to implementation of that policy. It also
demonstrates that America has a long way to go in dealing with
the handicapped.
The main sources of information were participatory
observation and interviews. In addition, a wide variety of
information was obtained from government documents, books, and
periodicals.
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I. INTRODUCTION
The Affirmative Action Office of the City of Atlanta
came into existence as a result of the implementation and pas¬
sage of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 which states;
An Act to enforce the constitutional right to vote,
to confer jurisdiction upon the district courts of
the United States to provide injunctive relief
against discrimination in public accommodations, to
authorize the Attorney General to institute suits
to protect constitutional rights in public facili¬
ties and public education, to extend the Commission
on Civil Rights, to prevent discrimination in fed¬
erally assisted programs, to establish a Commission
on Equal Employment Opportunity, and for other pur¬
poses.^
The Rehabilitation Act of 1973, Section 504 provided
equal opportunity under the law for handicapped persons. Richard
Clelland states that;
The significance of Section 504 is that it is the
first major statutory civil rights enactment that
protects handicapped individuals from discrimina¬
tory practices in employment and educational oppor¬
tunities, and in accessibility to federally supported
programs and activities.2
Historically, the passage and implementation of the
Civil Rights Act of 1964, is how it all began for the Affirmative
Action Office in the City of Atlanta. Seven legal bases for the
Committee on Labor and Public Welfare, United States
Senate, The Equal Employment Opportunity Act of 1972 (Washing¬
ton, D.C.; U.S. Government Printing Office, 1972), pp. 1-2.
2
Richard Clelland, Civil Rights for the Handicapped
(Arlington, VA; American Associations of School Administrators,
Inc., 1978), p. V.
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Affirmative Action Program are identified as follows:
1. Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964,
as amended by the Equal Employment Oppor¬
tunity Act of 1972.
Title VII prohibits discrimination because
of race, color, religion, sex, or national
origin, any term, condition or privilege
of employment.
2. The Equal Employment Opportunity Act of 1972
—greatly strengthened the powers and ex¬
panded the jurisdiction of the Equal Employ¬
ment Opportunity Commission (EEOC) in enforce¬
ment of this law. It now covers state and
local governments.
3. Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964
—prohibits discrimination based on race,
color or national origin in all programs or
activities which receive federal financial
aid. (Although Title VI does not explicitly
bar sex discrimination, various federal
agencies have prohibited such discrimination
in their own regulations.)
4. The Equal Pay Act of 1963—requires all
employers subject to the Fair Labor Stan¬
dards Act (FLSA) to provide equal pay for
men and women performing similar work.
5. The Rehabilitation Act of 1973—establishes
federal policy to eliminate discrimination
against any qualified employee or applicant
because of physical or mental handicap. The
policy includes all employment practices such
as: employment, advertising, layoff or ter¬
mination, rates of pay or other forms of
compensation and training.
6. Executive Order 11246 (as amended by Executive
Order 11375)—this order, issued by the Presi¬
dent in 1965, requires affirmative action pro¬
grams by all federal contractors and sub¬
contractors and requires that firms with con¬
tracts over $50,000 and fifty or more employees
develop and implement written programs, which
are monitored by an assigned federal compliance
agency.
7. City of Atlanta, Civil Service Rules and
Regulations, Chapter VI, Equal Opportunity
3
and Nondiscrimination.^
Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, as amended
March 24, 1972 (PL92-261) did bring coverage to state and local
government which prohibits discrimination in employment because
of race, color, religion, sex, or national origin. Such pro¬
hibition extends to hiring, firing, promotion, job training,
compensation, terms, conditions, and privileges of employment,
and segregating or classifying employment in any way which would
deprive any individual of employment opportunities.
On July 2, 1973, by action of the Board of Aldermen,
a Women's Advisory Council was appointed by the Mayor from
women in the employ of the City of Atlanta, and charged with the
responsibility of monitoring an affirmative action program for
women in city government and otherwise advising the mayor and
Board of Aldermen on the follow-up needed to provide complete
equality of opportunity for women employees. On November 20,
1974, the Women's Advisory Council submitted its findings and
recommendations to the Human Resources Committee of the Council
of the City of Atlanta with respect to an equal employment oppor-
4
tunity program in the City of Atlanta for all minorities.
The City of Atlanta is committed to a policy of
equal employment opportunities for all city employees and all
applicants for employment. As a result of this commitment, the
City of Atlanta City Council adopted on December 16, 1974 and
3
City of Atlanta, Affirmative Action Office, Affirmative
Action Plan for Equal Employment Opportunity (Atlanta: City of




Mayor of Atlanta approved on December 24, 1974 by resolution
of the Human Resources Committee, the Equal Employment Oppor¬
tunity Program and the Affirmative Action Plan.
Before the resolution was approved and the Affirmative
Action Office was established, there was no systematic approach
being used to protect city employees from discrimination. The
plan provided for systematic planning for Affirmative Action,
and resulted in the introduction of a comprehensive process of
analysis which involves management, budget and personnel con¬
siderations as well as equal employment principles. The mayor's
resolution simply stated that the City of Atlanta has adopted
and approved an Affirmative Action Program, but the position of
the Affirmative Action Officer was not filled until April of 1975.
An Affirmative Action Office was indeed a step in the
right direction, because discrimination is still prevalent in
this country today; rules and laws should be made and enforced
for the protection of citizens' rights. Once, Affirmative
Action only protected women and minorities but has now extended
a hand to the handicapped. The majority of handicapped people
have always been neglected and discriminated against in this
country and around the world for centuries, but the time has
arrived when all people must and should be recognized and repre¬
sented in the legal aspect of the word.
Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 applies
to all recipients of federal financial assistance;
Its intent is to ensure that all federally assisted
programs and activities are operated without
5
discrimination based on physical or mental handicap.^
The Section 504 regulations prohibit discrimination
against the handicapped in all employment practices including;
"recruitment, hiring, promotion, job assignments, fringe benefits
g
and training."
Section 504 is the first civil rights law protecting
the rights of handicapped persons and reflects a national com¬
mitment to end discrimination on the basis of physical condition
it is also an amendment to the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 in
respect to handicapped individuals. Section 504 states that;
No otherwise qualified handicapped individual in the
United States ... shall, solely by reason of his
handicap can be excluded from participation, be
denied the benefits of, or be subjected to discrimina¬
tion under any program or activity receiving federal
financial assistance.^
In addition. Section 504 Regulation prohibits dis¬
crimination against qualified handicapped persons,
ensuring them of an equal opportunity to participa¬
tion and benefit from programs and activities re¬
ceiving federal financial assistance.®









Shaw .Seyfarth, Fairweather and Geraldson, Complying with
Equal Employment Regulations for Handicapped Persons (New York;
Executive Enterprises Publications Co., Inc., 1979), p. 9.
^Ibid., p. 10.
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Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, Section
504 Handicapped Persons Rights Under Federal Law (Washington,
D.C.; U.S. Government Printing Office, 1979), pp. 1-11.
g
Department of Health, Education and Welfare, Section
504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 (Washington, D.C.;




-Subpart E: Postsecondary Education;
-Subpart F; Health, Welfare, and other
Social Services; and
-Subpart G; Procedures.9
The writer will focus primarily on Section 504 of the
Rehabilitation Act of 1973 and in particular, the subpart
entitled "Program Accessibility," which has become a major
problem because of the lack of funding and enforcement in the
City of Atlanta.
The purpose of this study is to examine the problems
that the City of Atlanta is experiencing in its attempts to
implement Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973, and to
offer some recommendations for the resolution of these problems.
9
Ibid., p. 5.
II. THE PROBLEM AND ITS SETTING
The City of Atlanta's Affirmative Action Office is a
very important and diverse organization. Presently, there are
three main issues that are the focus of the Affirmative Action
Office of the City of Atlanta; (1) women (who find themselves
locked into stereotyped roles that prevent them from realizing
their full potential); (2) minorities (of all racial and ethnic
backgrounds); and (3) handicapped individuals (who have been
underutilized and excluded from full participation in the main¬
stream of the working world).
The Affirmative Action Office is responsible for manag¬
ing and providing coordination for the city-wide equal oppor¬
tunity and Affirmative Action Program for employment consistent
with council ordinance administrative policy and the provision
of the following statutes:
-Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964
-Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973
-Age Discrimination in Employment Act.^0
The City of Atlanta's Affirmative Action Programs for
Employment is a set of specific and result-oriented procedures
to which the city is committed. These procedures, coupled with
good faith efforts, will ensure equal employment opportunity for
all employees and applicants for employment.
^^City of Atlanta Affirmative Action Office, City of
Atlanta Affirmative Action Report (Atlanta.: City of Atlanta
Affirmative Action Office, 1981), p. 1.
^^City of Atlanta Affirmative Action Office, Affirmative
7
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The Affirmative Action Program has five program objec¬
tives which are:
To Develop, Revise and Monitor the City's
Affirmative Action Plan for Employment—
on the basis of current employment survey
data the City's Affirmative Action Plan
is revised, as necessary; departmental
personnel actions are assessed on a quarterly
basis.
To investigate and Conciliate Internal Com¬
plaints of Discrimination—Complaints filed
by employees or applicants are processed as
expeditiously as possible. Upon investiga¬
tion, recommendations for resolution of some
are made to affected departments.
To Provide Technical Assistance to User-
Departments—Newsletters, workshops, seminars,
etc. designed to focus on the special problems
of women, minorities and handicapped persons
in city government are provided for use and
benefit of all City departments and agencies,
additional technical assistance is provided
upon request.
To Maintain an Affirmative Action Referral
System—for contracting women/minorities as
position vacancies become available in mana¬
gerial, professional, technical and skilled
trades areas.
To Serve as Liaison between the City and the
U.S. Equal Employment Opportunity Commission
(EEOC) and other Federal Compliance Agencies—
The Affirmative Action Office has responsibility
for completing the annual state and local Govern¬
ment Information (EEO-4) Report, and other EEO
reports required to secure federal grants. This
office also has the responsibility for coordinating
the investigation and conciliation of charges of
discrimination filed with the Atlanta Regional
Office of the EEOC against city departments.
Action Plan for Equal Employment Opportunity (Atlanta: City of
Atlanta Affirmative Action Office, 1979), p. 3.
12
City of Atlanta Affirmative Action Office, City of
Atlanta Affirmative Action Report (Atlanta: City of Atlanta
Affirmative Action Office, 1981), p. 2.
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There is only one Affirmative Action Office in the
City of Atlanta, which consists of three positions; (1) Affir¬
mative Action Officer, whose duties are to facilitate compliance
with Equal Employment Opportunity laws. Equal Employment Oppor¬
tunity Commission (EEOC) Guidelines, City Ordinances and Adminis¬
trative policy in regards to employment in the city government;
(2) EEO Technician who assists the Affirmative Action Officer
in all phases of developing and implementing the Affirmative
Action Program; and (3) Secretary who performs clerical assign¬
ments and assists in preparing pamphlets and informing the public
of EEO.
There are twenty-seven Equal Employment Coordinators in
the City; these coordinators represent various city agencies and
departments in Atlanta's city government. Presently, there are
approximately 8,000 employees in the city government, represented
in twenty-seven agencies and departments, located at more than
200 worksites within the City of Atlanta, and represented by
twenty-seven EEO coordinators.
The Affirmative Action Officer conducts EEO seminars for
Departmental EEO Coordinators and mangerial/supervisory personnel
in order to maximize their understanding of the full scope of the
program and to brief them on national and local matters pertaining
to the employment of women, minorities and handicapped persons.
The EEO coordinators are expected to have direct access
to the commissioner, agency head or director and have the follow¬
ing responsibilities:
Report on EEO matters on the city's Affirmative
Action Officer and submit recommendations
10
regarding the status of, and means of improving,
the Affirmative Action Program.
Inform employees of their rights to file formal
complaints with the Affirmative Action Office
when attempts at informal resolution fail.
Assist (in conjunction with the Affirmative
Action Office) managers and supervisors in
their efforts to increase minority, females
and the handicap representation in areas of
underutilization.13
The Atlanta City Government's Equal Employment objective
is to achieve, within a three-year timeframe, an employee pro¬
file in each major job classification which is an appropriate
reflection of the minority and female population in the City
of Atlanta. This objective calls for achieving full utiliza¬
tion of minorities and women in the total workforce and at all
levels of city government; to prohibit discrimination in employ¬
ment because of race, color, religion, national origin, sex,
age or handicapped status, and to have a work environment free
of discrimination.
The Chief Administrative Officer (CAO) has the respon¬
sibility for overall administration, monitoring and evaluation
of the City of Atlanta Affirmative Action Plan for employment
and will assess the program to determine which elements are most
effective and make recommendations in regard to those areas
which require redesign and increased efforts.
The Affirmative Action Officer in conjunction with the
Director of Personnel and other city officials has responsibility
13
City of Atlanta Affirmative Action Office, Affirmative
Action Plan for Equal Employment Opportunity (Atlanta: City
of Atlanta Affirmative Action Office, 1979), p. 10.
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for assisting the Chief Administrative Officer in the above-
mentioned efforts as required and will do the following:
Provide guidance to operating departments in
the conduct of their equal opportunity efforts.
Prescribe the requirements which departments
are to follow and guidelines for use by same,
in establishing and implementing their pro¬
grams to promote equal opportunity in city
operations.
Maintain a continuing review of all aspects of
the city's personnel system so as to detect
impediments to the employment of minorities,
women and handicapped persons and make recom¬
mendations for eliminating these impediments.
Identify "problem areas" (areas in which women
and minorities are under or over represented)
and subsequently ascertain staffing needs.
Serve as liaison between the city and be¬
tween city and federal regulatory agencies,
minority and women's groups and other organi¬
zations concerned with the employment and
advancement of women, minorities and handi¬
capped persons.
Plan and develop special-emphasis programs to
address the unique problems, concerns and in¬
terest of women, minorities and handicapped
persons.
Report to the Chief Administrative Officer on
all actions and programs relative to the
regulations of nondiscrimination and affir¬
mative action in city employment.
The major thrust of the city's efforts to reach its
stated objectives will be through the Affirmative Action Pro¬
gram. An integral part of the program is:
-goals, intermediate targets and timeframes
designed to change the race and sex profile
14
City of Atlanta Affirmative Action Office, Affirma¬
tive Action Plan for Equal Employment Opportunity (Atlanta:
City of Atlanta Affirmative Action Office, 1980), pp. 8-9.
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particularly in those areas where women and
minorities have been underutilized.^5
The newest phase of Affirmative Action deals with the
handicapped. Harold Russell maintains that:
Affirmative Action and non-discrimination programs
have the biggest steps forward in years in gaining
brighter job opportunities for handicapped people.
Internship Experience
The writer served as an intern in the Affirmative Action
Office in the City of Atlanta, from June 1982 to September 1982.
As an intern, the writer served as an EEO (Equal Employment
Opportunity) Assistant. The writer worked on various projects
but the general duties and assignments of the intern were as
follows: (1) conduct research in the area of Equal Employment
Opportunity and Affirmative Action Planning for the purpose of
revising the city's Affirmative Action Plan for Employment; (-2)
compile data relative to the City of Atlanta's workforce composi-
ton; and (3) assist city departments and agencies in setting
goals and timetables for hiring and promoting women, minorities
and handicapped persons.
The writer worked mainly on the Section 504 project which
is aimed at ensuring that every agency in the City of Atlanta
receiving federal financial assistance from the government was
complying with its rules and regulations, making sure that each
^^City of Atlanta Affirmative Action Office, Affirmative
Action Plan for Equal Employment Opportunity (Atlanta: City
of Atlanta Affirmative Action Office, 1979), p. 5.
^^Harold Russell, Affirmative Action for Disabled People
(Washington, D.C.: The President's Committee on Employment of
the Handicapped, 1979), p. 1.
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building, including ramps, bathrooms, parking spaces, etc. is
accessible to the handicapped.
III. THE STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM
The City of Atlanta Affirmative Action Office has
expanded services to prevent discrimination against the
handicapped. Moreover, on September 26, 1973, the Rehabilita¬
tion Act of 1973 became a Federal law. Title V, Section 504
of the Act states;
No otherwise qualified handicapped individual in
the United States ... shall, solely by reason of
his handicap be excluded from participation in,
be denied the benefits of, or be subjected to dis¬
crimination under any program or activity receiving
federal financial assistance.17
This Act enables the Affirmative Action Officer to use
the power invested in that position to make sure that handi¬
capped individuals are treated equally in employment and once
employed are not discriminated against because of physical
barriers. There are many problems faced by the City of Atlanta
in its attempts to ensure that this law is being carried out
properly. The City of Atlanta's Affirmative Action Office has
encountered several problems in its attempt to successfully imple
ment Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973, and they are:
(1) the lack of funds; (2) the lack of enforcement.
These problems have impeded the city's efforts to success
fully implement Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973.
17
Richard Clelland, Civil Rights for the Handicapped
(Arlington, VA: American Associations of School Administrators,
Inc., 1978), p. V.
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V. REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE
In December 1971, a bill was introduced in the U.S.
House of Representatives to provide equal treatment to handi¬
capped persons in all programs receiving federal financial assis¬
tance. In January 1972, an identical bill was introduced in the
U.S. Senate. Both of these bills were designed to amend Title
VI of the Civil Rights Act. The language of what is now Section
504 was included in the Rehabilitation Act rather than the Civil
Rights Act by the Senate Committee on Human Resources. The Reha¬
bilitation Act of 1972 was passed by both houses of Congress but
was given a pocket veto by President Nixon for reasons unrelated
18
to the Section 504 wording.
The content of the Rehabilitation Act was reintroduced
the following year. In March of 1973, President Nixon again
vetoed the Act, characterizing it as "... a congressional spending
spree ..." which would "... cruelly raise the hopes of the handi¬
capped in a way that we could never responsibly hope to fulfill
19
...." The questions surrounding the Act were monetary and
national attention was not focused on the Section 504 wording.
Congress then drafted and passed the Rehabilitation Act of 1973
which was a compromise with the administration to lower the
18
United Management Systems, Technical Assistance Resource




authorizations for rehabilitation agencies. On September 26,
1973, President Nixon signed the Act.
The United Management Systems maintains that there has
been some confusion regarding the Section 504 Regulations. Every
federal agency must formulate its own regulation for Section 504,
Executive Order 11914 (published January 13, 1978, in the Federal
Register) directs the U.S. Department of Health, Education and
Welfare (HEW) to coordinate the implementation of Section 504 by
all Federal departments and agencies which extend financial assis
tance to any program or activity.
The U.S. Department of Health, Education and Welfare,
which is currently called Health and Human Services was the first
Federal agency to promulgate regulations for Section 504. These
regulations were published in the May 4, 1977 Federal Register.
The HEW 504 Regulations apply to all recipients of HEW financial
assistance. Other Federal departments and agencies have or are
in the process of formulating their own Section 504 regulations
Unlike regulations that apply to race, sex, religion, and
age, there is no federal prohibition against handicap discrimina¬
tion that applies generally to all employers. On the other hand,
the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 states that:
Congress has rejected the perennial attempts to
amend Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 to
give handicapped employees and applicants a right of
action. The only federal regulation in this area




Shaw Sfeyfarth, Fairweather and Geraldson, Complying
with Equal Bnplovment Requlations for Handicapped Persons (New
York: Executive Enterprises Publications Co., Inc., 1979), p. 3.
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Furthermore, regarding the passage of Section 504,
Seyfarth Shaw maintains that:
A quiet revolution is underway in America; its
manifestations are numerous: ramps are built in
increasing numbers to give people in wheelchairs
easy access to public buildings; braille markings
are added to elevator control panels; sign language
translators for the deaf stand next to political
conventions; and the international symbol of access-
ibility-the stylized figure of a person in a wheel¬
chair increasingly points the way for the handicapped
person leading an active life.22
Similarly, a publication by the Department of Housing
and Urban Development states that:
... the scope of this revolution must not be under¬
estimated. Due to man's historic tendency to segre¬
gate and hide handicapped people from the mainstream
of society, statistics reveal a population of handi¬
capped people whose numbers shock most laymen. For
example, one out of every twelve working-age American
has a medical condition that places a major limitation
on his or her physical activity.23
The coverage of these regulations is not as broad as
that of Title VII, but it is substantial. An article in the
Wall Street Journal stated that over 275,000 companies employing
more than one-third of the American labor force are obligated,
as federal contractors, to take affirmative action with respect
24
to the employment of handicapped persons.
The definition of "handicapped individual" for purposes
of Section 504 is: "Any person who has a physical or mental im¬
pairment which substantially limits one or more major life








as having such an impairment."
Recipients of federal financial assistance as that
concept is defined, including virtually all public sector em¬
ployers, educational and health care institutions, mass trans¬
portation systems, banks, and savings and loans associations, are
also affected. Clearly, then, the federal laws prohibiting
handicap discrimination affect virtually every major employer
in this country.
As for state laws, it is noteworthy that approximately
two-thirds of the fifty states have enacted legislation to pro¬
hibit handicap discrimination in employment. According to the
U.S. Department of Health, Education, and Welfare;
The Section 504 requirements differ from other civil
rights legislation in their emphasis on individual
accommodations as opposed to class-wide solutions.
The Section 504 regulations based on the premise that
the abilities and needs of the individual with a
handicapping condition must be addressed to assure
nondiscrimination. Compliance with Section 504
requires a knowledge of the various handicapping con¬
ditions, auxiliary aids and devices which can be used
to assist the individual, mechanisms by which ser¬
vices can be made accessible, and methods by which
'reasonable accommodation' can be accomplished in the
employment setting.26
Many recipients of Federal financial assistance do not
possess the necessary expertise to implement all the requirements
of the Section 504 Regulations, nor is it reasonable to expect
every recipient to have such expertise. Therefore, recipients
must be aware of the Technical Assistance (TA) resources
Ibid., p. 5.
2 6
United Management Systems, Technical Assistance Re¬
source Directory (Arizona: United Management Systems, Inc.,
1980), p. iii.
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available, within both the public and private sectors, which can
facilitate compliance efforts.
fection 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 requires
any individual, organization, or agency that receives or benefits
from federal financial assistance to extend equal opportunity to
handicapped people. The law protects both physically and mentally
handicapped people, including alcohol and drug addicts, and it
requires both equal opportunity in employment and equal oppor¬
tunity to participate, in a recipient's programs and services.
In May of 1977, the Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare issued its regulations. These regulations cover all
recipients of HHS financial assistance, including any individual
or group that provides services to Medicaid patients, participates
in a health maintenance organization or independent practitioner's
association, contacts with the Department of Public Aid, or
operates a clinic, or business that receives HEW funds. Anyone
whose services are in whole or in part paid for by Part A Medicare
funds is also covered by the regulations.
The HHS regulations require all recipients to carry out
a self-evaluation for compliance with Section 504 (developed by
the Section 504 Project Staff National League of Cities in
27
Washington, D.C.). That is, recipients must examine their poli¬
cies, procedures, and physical facilities to assure that they
afford equal opportunity to handicapped people. They must con¬
duct the self-evaluation with the assistance of handicapped people
27
City of Atlanta Affirmative Action Office, Affirmative
Action Plan for Equal Employment Opportunity (Atlanta, GA: City
of Atlanta Affirmative Action Office, 1983), p. 3.
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or organizations representing them. If they identify areas
that discriminate or may tend to discriminate against handi¬
capped people generally or any class of handicapped people, then
they must write a plan for changing these areas.
The implication of the Section 504 regulations are broad
because federal financial assistance permeates society. Accord¬
ing to columnist George Will who wrote on Section 504 in the May 7,
1977 issue of the Boston Globe:
... the significance of the regulations is that now the
nation must stop rationing citizenship, almost absent-
mindedly allocating to the handicapped only as much
as is convenient. As the implementation plan for the
White House Conference Recommendations is being drawn
up, and especially while the recommendations are being
carried out, it would be wise for the American people
to keep these words in mind. A change in government
policy does not occasion a change in the heart of each
citizen, but it can help citizens to learn and grow.28
From a historical perspective, current law reflects three
distinct social attitudes. First are older views which consider
handicapped persons as being incompetent to take care of their
own needs or incapable of full participation in life's activities.
Second is the view that handicapped people are capable of limited
participation in some of life's activities. The corollary of
these perspectives is a limited definition of public and private
responsibility to handicapped people. Third, is the perspective
that handicapped people are capable of full participation in some
or all of life's activities, and that a democratic society has a
responsibility to establish and maintain an environment supportive
28




Public policies are responses to new goals, new values,
and new relationships among authorities that emerge out of crises
and confrontations. By themselves, policies do not create change
as much as direct change. In order for policies to work, govern¬
ment agencies must convert laws and programs into practice. Im¬
plementation represents the conscious conversion of policy plans
into reality. At first, it may seem that implementation is an
automatic continuation of changes ordered by government insitiu-
tions and policy-makers. However, there often exists a substan¬
tial gap between the passage of new laws or rules and their
actual application.
According to Paul Berman:
... the reluctance of an assigned government unit shows
how uncertain implementation can be. There is no
natural law that ensures the policy adopted today will
be followed through tomorrow.^0
Indeed the relationship between decision making and implementa¬
tion is tenuous at best.
Efforts to understand and evaluate policy implementation
have been slowed down by the low public visibility of the bureau¬
cracy and their non-standardized methods of operation. Most
policy makers such as the President and Congress face a good
deal of public scrutiny because of their constant exposure to
the electorate. Many are confronted with periodic public review
29
The Disability Resource Center, The Law and Disabled
People (Berkeley, CA: Administration for Public Services, Inc.,
1980), p. 16.
30
Paul Berman, "The Study of Macro- and Micro- Imple¬
mentation, " Public Policy. Voliame 26, No. 2 (Spring 1978) :160.
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in the form of elections. Yet, the decisions of policy makers
are carried out by bureaucratic agencies with little direct
acocuntability to the public.
According to Larry Gerston, in the book. Making Public
Policy, he notes that:
Policymaking is fraught with challenges and obstacles;
the final step of policy decisions, implementation,
suffers from similar difficulties. In actuality, the
policy decision itself may be the last opportunity for
legislation to be recognized in its entirety. Once
adopted, a policy is dissected by multiple interpreta¬
tions, assessments, and responses - some in concert,
others in contradiction - by both the bureaucratic
sector and other levels of government.^2
For policies to be meaningful, they must be implemented.
While some disagreement exists over the elements that
comprise implementation, certain assumptions have general accept¬
ance. Robert Lineberry, in his book entitled American Public
Policy, suggests that four major ingredients serve as a frame¬
work for the implementation process.
1. Creation and staffing of a new agency to imple¬
ment a new policy, or assignment of implementa¬
tion responsibility to an existing agency and
its personnel.
2. Translation of legislative goals and intents
into operating rules of thumb; development of
guidelines for use of the implementors.
3. Coordination of agency resources and expendi¬
tures to target groups; development of divi¬
sion of responsibility within agency and
between agency and related agencies.
4. Allocation of resources to accomplish policy
31
Larry Gerston, Making Public Policy (Glenview, Ill.:
Scott, Foresman and Company, 1983), p. 98.
32,
Larry Gerston, Making Public Policy (Glenview, Ill.:
Scott, Foresman and Company, 1983), p. 100.
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impacts.
The value of this approach is that its elements are also
the potential weak points in the struggle for implementation.
Lineberry's criteria underscore the contention that implementa¬
tion is a multifaceted and unpredictable process.
According to Larry Gerston in Making Public Policy, the
determination of whether a policy decision has been implemented
can be a difficult task. The mere fact that a government order
has been issued or a law passed in no way dictates any certainty
of application. Moreover, the fact that specific agencies may
be given the responsibility to carry out the law does not guar¬
antee that they will. The wheels of government move slowly, it
is true. But for even that movement to occur, obedience and
cooperation are required from all levels within society. Given
the public's general acceptance of government, it is a rare occa¬
sion when those wheels grind to a halt. It is another matter,
however, to assert with confidence that all government policies
34
are implemented with their original intentions intact. However,
it is an activity that occurs in degrees.
There are conditions that promote implementation. Imple¬
mentation is not a simple knee-jerk action of government. Despite
the obstacles that may crop up between the enactment of public
policy and its eventual application, these are factors that can
facilitate the implementation efforts. Some of the more valuable
33
Robert Lineberry, American Public Policy (New York:
Harper and Row, 1977), pp. 70-71.
34Gerstpn, Making Public Policy (Glenview, Ill.: Scott,
Foresman and Company, 1983), pp. 104-105.
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of these inducements include adequate funding.
Few provisions are as vital to the ultimate achievement
of a public policy goal as funding. Adequate financial resources
allows for long-term planning, staff arrangements, making poli¬
cies operational, and completing policy objectives.
Funding of specific programs is imperative if policies
are to be implemented successfully. For example, the national
government responded to the problem of poverty in part through
passage of the Food Stamp Act of 1964 with a budget of $400
million. By 1982, $10.9 billion was the annual price tag for
implementing this program. With respect to another example,
transportation, the interstate highway program permitted the
government to accomplish its goal of crisscrossing the nation
with an elaborate network of highways. The cost for implementing
this objective has been over $60 billion.
In those cases where a policy commitment represents a
restructure of values rather than the direct transfusion of public
monies from one set of needs to another, funds still may be re¬
quired to guarantee enforcement of the new policy. As the ex¬
amples above indicate, funding is a key ingredient for making
policy decisions work. The coordination of planning, program
commitments and money can spell success or failure for policy
implementation.
On the other hand, there are conditions that obstruct




prerequisites for implementation. According to Larry Gerston,
even so, the prospects of either implementation failure of
partial implementation haunt the governmental network. Explain¬
ing why such problems arise, however, is a difficult task. But
because certain policy applications are not consistent with their
intentions, the concern is with the obstacles to implementation.
One of the most critical obstacles include lack of funding.
Political scientists are interested in studying policy
implementation because it provides a general awareness of past
federal social programs that were not well implemented and often
failed to achieve the goals for which they were intended, accord¬
ing to H. George Frederickson and Charles R. Wise, in their book
Public Administration Policy, there are many obstacles and diffi¬
culties that could prevent the implementation of a policy. Many
of the difficulties of implementation are endemic to American
politics; two out of five of them will be discussed briefly:
1. Compared to some European parliamentary democra¬
cies, the United States there is often the
absence of a clear legislative mandate when a
program is enacted by Congress. We do not have
programmatic national political parties that
carry out ideological goals. Rather, the pur-
psoe and therefore inevitably waters down and
diffuses intent in execution.
2. Federal officials lack effective leverage over
state and local bureaucracies because of lack
of knowledge of the incentives that guide those
officials and because of the influences of public
and private groups throughout the society over
the Congress, which in tuern serves as a check
upon the presidency and the executive branch in
implementing programs.37
37h. George Frederickson and Charles R. Wise, Public
Administration Policy. (Lexington, Mass.: D.C. Heath and
Company, 1977), pp. 4-5.
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It is important to make a distinction between assessing
the successful implementation of a program, policy or law and
evaluating its effectiveness in achieving intended goals. A
policy and program could be completely in error in the analysis
of the problem at hand and may therefore fail to be effective even
though beautifully implemented.
IV. METHODOLOGY
A descriptive method of research was utilized to assess
the implementation of Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of
1973 in the City of Atlanta.
The descriptive method of research enabled the writer to
gain a better understanding of the functions of the Affirmative
Action Office as well as the problems associated with the imple¬
mentation of Section 504 within the City of Atlanta.
In this study, primary data were obtained by utilizing
the following data collection techniques: (1) participatory
observation (which gave the writer a chance to develop sensitivity
and a personal concern for Section 504); (2) personal interviews
(were conducted with Equal Employment Opportunity Coordinators of
each department and agency in city government); and (3) personal
on-site visits (the personal on-site visits and interviews pro¬
vided an opportunity to determine the extent of implementation
of Section 504 both programmatically and physically). The pri¬
mary purpose of the on-site visits was to inspect the physical
structure of each building and/or facility.
Secondary data were obtained from pamphlets, books,
government documents, reports, articles and case studies.
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VI. ANALYSIS OF THE PROBLEM
As previously stated the major problems confronting the
City of Atlanta's Affirmative Action Office in complying with
Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 successfully are
the lack of adequate funds and the lack of implementation/en¬
forcement.
Section 504 means different things to different people.
For city officials, it is a law which often evokes images of
costly building renovations or of making all city activities
accessible to disabled persons regardless of cost. It is a law
which is sometimes misunderstood and whose implementation is com
plicated by its many applications to specific, and sometimes
peculiar, local circumstances. Passed as part of the Rehabili¬
tation Act of 1973, Section 504 prohibits discrimination on the
basis of handicap in federally assisted programs. Since many
local governments are recipients of federal financial assistance
they are obligated to comply with this law.
According to the United States Conference of Mayors:
Implementation of Section 504 at the local level
has taken many different forms. These range from
cities which have informally designated their build¬
ing inspector or personnel director as 504 coordinator
with responsibility for compliance limited primarily
to their own departments to officially designated 504
on a city-wide basis. These 504 coordinators work
with various colleagues throughout city government on
an as-needed basis or with similarly designated staff
in each of their city departments or agencies. Com¬
pliance can take the form of a comprehensive approach
28
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where all city programs and policies are reviewed for
meeting the intent of Section 504 or it can take shape
through a program of information and referral services
and as general consultation.
The Affirmative Action Office in Atlanta serves as the
focal point for the City's compliance with Section 504. As
such, office staff works very closely with all city departments
as well as with other units of governments, private agencies and
individuals in changing and removing physical and procedural
barriers impeding disabled citizens.
Each of the City's twenty-seven departments designated a
504 representative who, with encouragement and assistance from
the Affirmative Action Office, then tailored the unique functions
of their departments to meet the needs of disabled citizens.
Each city building and property requiring physical modification
for access was identified. Individual departments were respon¬
sible for surveying all facilities under their jurisdiction,
using the Self-Evaluation Guide and Transition Plan Questionnaire.
The Affirmative Action Office coordinated this effort, compiled
and analyzed the information from these surveys and prepared a
report on the findings. In collaboration with disabled citizens,
the Affirmative Action Office and other relevant city personnel
are now establishing modification priorities. The City is cur-*-
rently in its second year of this effort.
As discussed earlier, funding is a critical ingredient in
the implementation of public policy. Therefore, the absence of
3 8
United States Conference of Mayors, Section 504; An
Overview (Washington, D.C.: United States Government Printing
Office, 1981), p.
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adequate financial resources can undermine the objectives set
forth by decision makers. If necessary monies do not accompany
a public policy commitment, the policy objective is likely to
suffer in some proportion due to the absence of funds. It may
seem contradictory for a decision-making authority to decide
upon a commitment without suitable funds for implementation.
Nevertheless, such ironies are part of the political process.
Simply stated, inadequate funding is a virtual guarantee of pro¬
grammatic disaster at the point of implementation. If one policy¬
making authority establishes a program and another prevents or
39limits funding, the entire effort is wasted.
The major problem with the implementation of Section 504
is similar to the landmark legislation (in Public Law 92-142)
which was passed in 1975 designed first, to establish a national
mandate: for serving handicapped children and second, to help with
funding. According to David G. Savage, the problem with Public
Law 92-142 was that while it carried the full weight of federal
law, local school boards could not expect much financial help
40
from the federal government in implementing it. He further
stated that Public Law 92-142 in its early stages provided only
meager dollar assistance for school districts for example, in
1977 the U.S. Office of Education gave states $70 per handicapped
41
child, but only half of this amount will reach school districts.
^^Larry Gerston, Making Public Policy (Glenview, Ill.:
Scott, Foresman and Company, 1983), p. 92.
^ODavid G. Savage, "How-Starting This Fall-the New Handi¬
capped Law Will Jolt Nearly Every School Board in the U.S.,"




Failure to comply with the guidelines of this law would result
in states losing the $70 assistance per handicapped child from
the federal government as well as all other federal monies. The
fact of the matter is that it was costing two states, Florida
and Minnesota, whose school system programs for the handicapped
were hailed nationally $1,500 per handicapped child, supplemented
by another $1,500 from each school district to educate the handi-
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capped child. In essence, the federal government simply passed
this law without appropriating adequate funds to implement it.
Similarly, the federal government simply passed the Rehabili
tation Act of 1973 Section 504 without providing adequate funds
for its implementation In the City of Atlanta, the Affirmative
Action Office which is the focal point for the implementation of
Section 504 is staffed by only three individuals; the total operat
ing budget for this division is $62,241, out of which $58,281 is
earmarked for salaries the rest goes into office supplies, print¬
ing, training and convention equipment and membership dues."^^
These individuals are responsible for four areas of discrimina¬
tion, namely, race, sex, age and the handicapped. It is evident
that there are no funds available in this meager budget for handi
capped accessibility programs. Moreover, the Department of
Community Development, which is responsible for providing finan¬
cial assistance through the Community Development Block Grant
for handicapped accessibility programs has not done much either.
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Interview with Mary Ann Johnson, City of Atlanta Affirma
tive Action Office, Atlanta, Georgia, 29 March 1984.
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For example, during the 1982-83 fiscal year, the Department pro¬
vided $10,000 each for The Puppetry Arts and for curb cuts for
handicapped access in the City of Atlanta. The money received
for the Puppetry Arts Center will make the center accessible to
the many motor-handicapped persons, especially children who
attend or participate in center programs. The improvements
funded in this project include the installation of a three-story
elevator adjacent to the rear parking lot and paving of a portion
of the parking area, to make the facility accessible to the
motor-handicapped. The Department of Highways and Streets is
responsible for carrying out the project for the curb cuts for
handicapped access. The anticipated accomplishments are: this
project will improve handicapped access to the City's primary
commercial areas. This project provides for approximately 130
curb cuts and wheelchair ramps in the Central Business District
and neighborhood commercial areas to improve access for the
44
handicapped.
The writer is led to believe that the lack of adequate
funds in the City of Atlanta for this program may be due to the
lack of commitment on the part of city officials to implement
Section 504. This contention becomes obvious when Atlanta is
compared to six other cities, namely: San Antonio, Miami, Kansas
City, Los Angeles, Indianapolis and Warwick where special offices
have been created to deal with the implementation of Section 504.
In all these cities irrespective of whether the offices for
44 ^ .
Interview with Julie Guza, Department of Community
Development, Atlanta, Georgia, 29 March 1984.
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the handicapped are located in the Department of Human Services,
Recreation, Citizen Action, or Public Information, they all have
the support of the chief executive, that is, the mayor. The
Conference of Mayors asserted that, just as implementation of
Section 504 varies on the national basis, these six cities also
45
have different styles of complying with the law. Some cities
have undertaken a comprehensive approach while others have
developed a more resource or information and referral approach.
In some cases, the mayor has taken a lead role in assuring that
the needs of disabled citizens are met and they are incorporated
in the mainstream of city programs and activities.
Table 1 provides some information on the attempts by
the six cities to deal with problems of the handicapped. It is
quite obvious from the Table that the creation of special offices
to deal with the problem of the handicapped is a clear indication
of the commitment of these cities to deal with the concerns of
the handicapped population within these cities. That is what is
lacking in the City of Atlanta.
As Paul Berman has accurately noted, the mere adoption
of a policy does not guarantee its implementation. This statement
is applicable to the implementation of Section 504 in the City
of Atlanta. A very important element of implementation is a moni¬
toring mechanism to insure the extent to which the policy is being
adhered to. In the City of Atlanta there is clearly no individual
responsible for monitoring Section 504. Although the Affirmative
45
United States Conference of Mayors, Section 504; An
Overview (Washington, D.C.: United States Conference of Mayors,
1981) .
TABLE 1




Name of Office with
Authority for Section 504 Budget
San Antonio 785,410 209,000 Handicapped Access Office $ 90,000
Miami 346,931 192,000-240,000 Dept, of Recreation 877,000
Kansas City 161,087
***
16,000 Office of Disab./Handicapped 52,000
Los Angeles 2,966,763 300,000 Mayors Office for Handicapped 1,000,000
Indianapolis 700,807
* * * *
70,000 Mayors Office As needed by Dept.




♦♦♦Based on national estimates
♦♦♦♦Based on national estimates. °
^^United States Conference of Mayors, Section 504; An Overview (Washington, D.C.;
United States Conference of Mayors, 1981) .
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Action Office is technically responsible for performing this
duty it is presently unable to do so because of the lack of
personnel. Currently, the individuals within that office are
already overworked by the numerous functions assigned to them.
Hence, this monitoring process is not followed. The inability
to monitor this program is yet another example of the lack of
commitment on the part of the City to comply with Section 504.
VII. CONCLUSION
This study has underscored the position that the mere
adoption of a public policy does not automatically translate
into the implementation of that policy. Policies are adopted
usually to address some needs. In the same vein the adoption
of Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 is aimed at
addressing the specific needs of the handicapped within the
society. Unfortunately, as is the case in many instances, the
federal government passed this particular legislation without
providing the necessary financial assistance for its implementa
tion. That responsibility was therefore forced on the states
and localities with their limited tax bases.
In the City of Atlanta the inability of the city to
provide adequate funds as well as a monitoring mechanism to
insure that Section 504 is implemented clearly shows the tooth¬
less nature of the Act.
The nature of the American political system which is
oriented towards interest group politics makes it possible for
only the most organized, dominant and vocal groups to obtain
the desired results from the political system. In part, the
writer is of the opinion that the city's inaction is also due
to lack of organized pressure from the handicapped population.
Once the handicapped population becomes well organized and
vocal like other interest groups in the City of Atlanta, the
36
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city officials will be forced to heed to their demands.
VIII. RECOMMENDATIONS
Having discussed the problems regarding the lack of
implementation of Section 504 within the City of Atlanta, the
writer offers the following recommendations to address these
particular problems:
1. The state and city governments should pressure
the federal government to appropriate more
funds for the implementation of the program.
2. The state and local governments should set
aside more funds from their own resources
to support the objectives of this Act.
3. The City of Atlanta should establish a new
department that will deal solely with problems
of the handicapped.
4. The City of Atlanta should establish a monitor¬
ing mechanism to deal with the implementation
of Section 504.
5. The handicapped citizens of Atlanta should
organize into a much more effective group to
bring pressure to bear on city officials so
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